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~ This paper has two purposes: 1) to present some research on financial
« snditures among public institutions of higher education, and 2) to share
the authors' experiences with The Chronicle of Higher Bducation's machine

readable data sets using the NPL Report Writer software. The reader should
be aware from the beginning that our coverage of both topics is far from
exhaustive but that we are ready to provide more information about our espe-

riences in these areas to anyone who might be interested.

Comparative Financial Expenditures

In order to provide support for a new planning initiative bequn by the
Chancellor in f£all 1983, the Office of Institutional Research prepared a brief
report on canparative financial expenditures among public research wniversi-
ties. HEGIS data from the Financial Statistics Reports for 1981-82 and 1982-
83 were used for the public university members of the Association of American
hiversities (AAU) Data Exchange G;:wp. These data were utilized both be-
cause this groué is our normal peer group for comparative purposes and because
the HEGIS financial reports were already on hand as a result of the annual
data exchange. Our first efforts, then, at preparing comparative financial

statistics were campletely manual.

Analysis

Reviewing the data displayed in Tables I-IV, & salient feature is UNC-
Chapel Hill's Public Service expencitures which are 10% over the graup means
for fiscal year 1982 and 1983. As an institution dedicated to serving the en-

tire state of North Carolina, UNC—CH can take some pride in the fact that such
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a large percentage of its budget is used to serve the citizens of the State.

Much of this expenditure goes to the Area Bealth Bducation Centers (RHEC) k.
located throughout the state. For instance, in the 1983 Annual Financial Re-
port nearly two-thirds of the Extemnsion and Public Service expenditures were
for AHEC.

A second feature revealed in these tables is the primary emphasis placed
on the dual missions of instruction and research in budget allocations at UNC.
The Instruction percentage is slightly above the group mean while the Research
percentage is only slightly below. Again, the institution can take some -
pride in keeping at or above the percentage mean in these important areas
while making such a strong commitment in Public Service.

A third general trend is that WNC<E spends a smaller percentage than most
institutions on the ancillaiy areas of Academic Support, Student Services,

Institutional Support, and Operation and Maintenance. UNC ties with Wisconsin
for smallest percentage expended on Student Services.

In considering these findings, it is important to remember that the real
significance of a given percentage is relative to the size of the institu-
tion's budget. Also, if one were to assume that UNC~CH's ™HEC expenditures
were a sanewhat unique case, this item could be subtracted fram the overall
expenditures, resulting in a decrease in UNC-Ci's Public Service percentage
and a corresponding increase in all other categories.

Numerous other findings could be mentioned from the tables but coverage
has been sufficient for our purposes in this paper. We conclude with the

following points:
1) UNXC has by far the greatest percentage devos ... +0 public service. The

magnitude of the difference could warrant further study.

1983 Mean = 6.7% e = 17%

-2-



1582 Mean = 7.1% UNC = 18%
This expenditure on public service is not made at the expense of in-
struction which is the ocnly other category in which WIC—CH is above
the group mean. Research expenditure is only slightly below the group

ean.

2) UNC-CH ties with Wisconsin for lowest percentage expended on student
services (18). Wisconsin, incidentally, is in the same position on
research as UNC £§ on public service in that Wisconsin spends a much
greater percentage on research (34%) than the group mean (20%8). As a
contrast to UNC, Wisconsin is substantially below the group mean for

instruction and public service.

The Chronicle Data

!

Two HEGIS data sets were purchased from The Chronicle of BHigher BEducation

Data Service - Financial Statistics 1981~82 and Library Resources 1981-82.
The "all wiversities" data block was selected for both data sets and NPL
Report Writer software was purchased, also. Generally these data require an
IBM PC (or compatible machine) with 256k and two £loppy disk drives which was

the configuration we used.

Using NPL

Th re are 195 institutions in the all universities data block that we used
for financial data. The first step in using these data is to detemmine the
subset or peer group that will be studied. In our case we had a predetermined
peer group that we wanted to examine - the 24 public institutions of the

Association of American lhiversities data exchange group. The peer group was

S g v



Educational and General Expenditures By Catedory:

A Comnarison of UNC-Chapel Hill to Universities Participatinn in the AAU Data Exchanne

(Sourcé: Financial Statistics Section of Higher Education feneral Information Survey (HERIS XVIII))

1983 1a82
CATEGORY High % Low % UNC-CH's % Hich % Low % UNC'gH'S S
INSTRUCTION lowa 45% Wisconsin 31% 41 Oregon 46% Wisconsin 32% a1%
RESEAPCH Wisconsin 34% Indiana 10% 19% Wisconsin 35% Indiana 9% 19%
PUBLIC UNC-CH 17% : 7% UNC-CH 18% Maryland .2% 18%
SERVICE Colorado 1% 1 A
ACADEMIC Virainia 142 Wisc., Mich. St., 6% Colorado 14% Maryland 4% 6%
SUPPORT fowa St. 5%
STUDENT Colorado 7% UNC-CH 17 Pitt,, Ind., Mich., Kan., UNC-CH 1%
SERVICES Wisconsin |7 Md., Iowa St., Ore. 5%  Niscorsin
INSTITUTIONAL Pittsburah Iowa, Texas 5% Mar - i I 5%
! . . yTand QhTG St. , i0wa,
SUPPORT Penn State 07 Iowa St. 4% Virginia 10% Iowa St. 4%
OPERATION & Texas 15% KWashinaton 8% Marviand 14% Washinaton 6% 7%
MATNTENANCE Missouri OF - 5
[wa
SCHOLARSHIPS Indiana 6% Colorado gy 17 Indiana 5% Colorado 0% 19, ®
(unrestricted) Purdue —
SCHOLARSHIPS Oreggn 87 I1linois 1% 3% Colorado 6% Pitt., Minn. ’ 2%
(restricted) I11., Neb:,
Kan. 1%
-4-
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Table Il

PERCENTAGE EXPENDITURE GROUP MEANS COMPARED TO UNC-CHAPEL HILL

Instruction 38.6% 41 39.4% 418
Research 20.2% 19% 16.8% 19%
Public

Service 6.7% 17% 7.1% 18%
Academic

Support 8.8% 6% 8.9% 6%
Student .

Services 3.6% 1% 3.6% 1%
Institutional

Support 6.9% 5% 6.8% 5%
Operation &

Maintenance g.6% 8% g.3% 7%
Scholarships
(unrestricted} 1.7% ie 1.7% 1ls
Scholarships
(restricted) 3.7% 3% 2.7% 2%

Source: HEGIS Financial Statistics Report
Prepared by: Office for Institutional Research
June 22, 1984



BUDGEY EXPENDITURES A PBLIC AAU INSTITUTIONS FOR 1882-83

Penn, Kichigan
Category _State  Missourt Jown $& Nebraske Michigen Indisne Stete  Pyrdue Qregon Nerylsnd Pitts, Winn, Kerses
Instru, 108,757 81,078 73,334 50,868 975,840 84,588 138,433 108,564 38,136 82,638 103,442 158,088 52,642
as% 43% 36% 3 8% 4% a2 40% 4% 38 4% 383 43%
Resserch 56,712 32,842 47,108 83,584 103,185 18,815  60,6®™ 62,387 8,985 61,560 43,706 104,721 17,065
15% 15% 233 218 22% 10% 19% 23% kt - 15% 20% 15%
Pub,Ser, 26,800 14,778 22,884 22,853 8,878 5,543 38,625 27,803 6,062 14,08 8,052 49,835 4,676
8% 8% 1% 15% = 3% 12% 10% n 5% L 10% a%
Aced. Sup, 31,078 18,518 40,860 12,040 41,181 23,168 15,407 17,724 5,753 168,674 26,198 45,226 12,861
50% 0% 5% % 8% 11% 5% 6% 13 6% 10% g% 11%
Stu, Ser. 14,831 7,688 8,180 3,522 23,262 10,807 10,250 6,656 4,457 11,444 11,848 18,481 6,422
“ & as e 5% 5% 3% = 5% a 5% 43 5%
. Inst. Sup, 26,825 12,612 7,532 8,346 28,309 13,801 20,261 - 15,088 6,022 21,307 21,526 38,788 7,588
o 9% 7% 4% 6% E% 7% 6% 5% % B% 8% 7% 6%
Oper. & 23,657 40,858 23,656 13,084 52,136 27,014 24,608 25,848 6,835 28,165 22,878 44,654 14,488
Maint. & 6% 123 es 11% 13% 8% 8% 8L 11% g% 8% 12%
Schol, 1,411 1,425 3,518 4,432 15,387 14,958 8,108 -0~ 201 4,178 By783  B,676 1,131
(unrsst.) .5% .B% = a% 3% 8% 2% 0% 2% 2% 3% % %
Schol. 13,561 5,822 5,888 6,42 48,767 10,348 11,243 10,610 6,822 7,838 7,812 14,114 3,948
{rest,) % 3% 5% 4 % 5% a2 a3 &% 3% ax 3% 3%
Transf. 683 375 -0- 83g 1,611 35 1,242 g7 o 20 1,688 2,104 3
2% 2% 0% 5% 3% .02% 4% .03% 0% .O1% 7% 4% 003X
TOTAL 302,482 167,208 204,276 167,108 474,768 207,477 326,818 274,767 88,364 256,007 252,213 523,897 121,697
100% f00x  100%  100% 100%  100%  100% 100%  100%  100% 100%  100% 100X

{For dolisr ssounts fa the first Lins of each cetegory, sdd DOO.]

1i
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BUDGEY EXPENDITURSS AY PUBLIC AAU INSTITUTIONS FOR 1882-83 (cont.]

Catogory _  Wash,  Itlincis Texss Virginie Wisc. _Coleradoc Icwe UNC

instru. 147,348 214,L,i3 iX0,783 71.38 140,472 54,778 108,088 128,507
ars 385% 38 41% 31% 37x 45% 41%

Resssrch 122,070 121,001 81,208 31,152 151,147 36,584 38,224 57,638
318 20% 248 18% 348 21% 16% 6%

Pub,Ssr, 7,892 60,728 7,853 3,188 8,601 4,308 74,781 51,338
s ] 10% . J - 3 2 1= 5% 7%

Aced,Sup. 34,488 782,518 28,435 24,012 23,724 15,571 23,88 17,632
ew 122 % i3 X 11% 10% 6%

Stu.Ssr, 6,435 8,683 12,414 6,777 6,988 10,829 10,802 3,508
% 2 R% . A% iR 7x A% %

- Inst, Sup. 30,095 38,875 15,688 12,335 21,184 11,809 8,378 14,507
2% 8% £ 75 5% 8% 4% 7 4

Oper. 23,8497 68,047 87,088 43,330 52,318 11,152 23,278 23,538

~ Meint 6% 11 15% 8% - 8% 0% 8%

f Scholi., 3,782 15,867 g,123 1,898 8,013 -0 4,054 2,04C
{unrest,) 1% 3% 2% 4} 4 = o% 2% i} 1
Sschol, 18,5685 7,234 8,848 8,065 15,489 7,763 10,053 8,141
{rest,] 5% 1% = 5% 3% 53 43 3%
Transf, 13 7,232 23,684 &6 20,528 2,750 2,831 130

.003% 1% 6% -23% £% 2 1% L04%
TOTAL 394,333 616,491 384,081 173,143 448,847 148,577 242,862 306,380
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X

Sources MHEGIB Financiul Stetistics Report
Prepsred by: Office for Institutionsl Ressesrch
July 9, 1534
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BUDSET EXPENDITURES AT PUBLIC AAU INSTITUTIONS FOR 1984-8°

Iows ¢ HWinn,

62,346
36%

41,042
23%

20,008
11%
8,800

3} 4

8,008
5%

6,782
4%

58,822
11%
2,780

2%

5,302
3%

_U_
o%

192,442 .
3g%

103,618
21%

46,664
g%

42,256
g% ‘

19,528
4% '
40,8186

41,882 .

8%
‘3,588
i

5,188
%

3,602

%

414,728 175,010 500,586

. Penn,
Catggory Wesh, Ranseg  Virg, Higs, Stete Cole, Qragon Wisc,
Inst, 140,462 49,583 60,847 75,801 88,575 48,843 37,088 130,887
37% 423% 38% 43% 37% 36% 48% 324
Research 448,123 48,282 28,786 30,145 50,748 27,436 5,658 145,545
323 16% {8% 17% 18X 21% 12% 35%
Pub,Serv, 7,228 4,725 4,360 14,318 24,450 2,640 5,518 8,002
-3 4 4% 3% B% 8% 2% 7% 2%
Acsd.Sup. 42,210 42,411 20,877 17,454 27,086 18,770 8,934 21,788
8% 11% 13% 10% {10% 14% 11% 5%
Stu, Sesr, 6,158 8,314 6,254 6,826 10,880 5,363 4,131 5,628
2% 5% 4% a% 4% 4% 5% 1%
inst. Sup, 30,678 7,592 15,3687 11,188 24,888 11,761 5.784 18,012
8% 6% i0% 6% g% 8% 7% 5%
Oper, & 22,874 14,203 13,281 11,448 21,447 10,054 5,104 47,167
Msint, 8% 12% 8% 7% 8% 8% g% 11%
Schol, 2,328 1,943 1,638 4,223 1,386 -0~ 300 8,644
{unrest,] .E% 1% 1% 1% .5% ox . 4% 2%
Schot, 14,450 1+614 8,434 5,721 5,841 8,132 2,855 8,875
{rest.] 4% 1% 5% 3% 2% 6% 4% 2%
Yransfers 15 21 37 341 1,074 21 -0- 46,068
.004% .02% .02% .2% A% .02% ox% 4%
TOTAL 375,525 115,814 158,988 174,566 286,578 131,120 80,586
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
[For dolliar smounts tn the first lins of esch category, sdd GO0C.)

100%

100%



Category Bhic

Inst.

Resesrch

Pub,Ssrv.

Acesd . Bup.,

Stu,

Inst, ,Sup.

Cper. &
Meint,
Schol,

{unrest.)

Schot.
{rest,]

Transfers

TOTAL

Source:

Prepared by:

Ser,

BUDGET EXPENDITURES AT PUBLIC

AAU INSTITUTIONS FOR 1881-82

Chapsl
Méch, Iowa Mery, Purduse Itt, Mich, Neb , Pitts, Ind, HiL L
165,178 170,125 94,261 77,572 100,870 988,544 133,108 49,318 85,285 86,250 118,731
45% 38% 45% 3s% 40% 34% 42% 33% 41% 43% 44%
48,821 8,874 34,867 44,861 58,716 116,103 7,878 33,744 38,340 18,844 56,528
13% 22% 17% 2z% 23% 20% 18% 2% 17% 8% 18%
44,640 8,172 11,824 343 26,253 6&8,032 38,141 22,085 0,211 5,354 82,172
12% 2% 6% .2% 10% 10% 12% 15% 4% 3% 18%
35,815 36,304 18,813 8,547 13,384 77,817 15,141 12,427 25,108 22,496 18,506
10% 8% 8% 4% 5% 13% 5% 8% 1% 11% 6%
12,7886 20,272 8,203 10,154 5,062 11,384 8,516 3,153 11,408 10,081 3,598
4% 5% 4% 5% 2% 2% ax 2% 5% 5% 1%
45,888 28,717 7,514 20,872 14,045 42,581 18,188 8,438 18,847 14,651 13,657
4% 7% 4% 10% 8% 7% 6% 6% 8% 7% 5%
25,234 47,404 4$8,686 27,359 25,531 63,034 25,147 13,112 21,718 23,738 21,860
8% 159 8% 14% 10% 11% 8% 8% 8% 12% 7%
5,364 16,438 3,277 5,692 2,501 11,03¢% 7,888 3,872 6,094 8,233 1.800
1% 4% 2% 3% 1% 2% 2% ax 3% 5% 1%
6,088 18,702 6,277 5,783 4,055 6,848 19,521 1,895 3,923 10,067 6,841
2% 4% 3x 3% 2% 1% 4% 1% 1% 5% 2%
777 1,868 2,870 -0- 87 1,168 558 803 440 87 141
.2% A% 1% c% .03% 2% 2% .5% .2% .D4% .05%
364,053 448,587 206,480 200,865 250,334 687,155 318,888 150,468 231,585 200,832 255,034
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

HEGIS Finsncisi Stetistics Report

gffice
J“t' 2'

1684

for Instituticonel

Regesrch

{(*3u03) AT aiqe}



assembled by using the NPL "Select™ command and giving the FICE codes of the
relevant institutions:

SELECT F1 = 002974 006565...001882
For the remainder of the sessicn, all requests will generate data only fram
those institutions unless others are specifically requested.

Perhaps the researcher is not sure which institutions should be in a com—
parison group, in which case a group can be constructed based upon various
criteria such as student FTE, faculty size, and total educaticnal expendi-
tures. For instance the command-

\ PRINT F2 Fl1 IF Fl18 1S 5000 TO 10000
will generate a list of all universities and their FICE codes fram the data
block which have an FTE enrollment within the specified range.

After the \ccuparison group is specified, queries may be made concermning
variables across the entire group or for one institution. The statement-

PRINT F50 F51 F52 BY F2
will produce a list of the wniversity names with colums of expenditures for
instruction, research, and public service.

Care should be taken that no more variables are requested in one command
than can be printed conveniently across ane page. Otherwise, the information
will *wrap around™ in a confusing fashion. (We have lots of examples of this
if anyone wants a sheet or two.)

various descriptive information can be generated based upon the raw data
provided. If cne wants to know what the average expenditures are for instruc-
tion, research, and public service, for instance, the command would be—

WRITE AVG.F50 AVG.F51 AVG,F52 BY F2
If we wanted the averages for all expenditure categories on the HEGIS finan-
cial statistics form (variables F50 to F68 on the data block), it would be

17
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nicé if they all could be requested in one command, but again the “wrap
around® problem precludes this. Thus, our experience was that we had to pro-
duce several pages with a single line of data on each page at the top. While
it may be possible to avoid “data wrap”, we were w.ahble to uncover the solu-
tion easily.

There was some descriptive information which we had difficulty obtaining.
For instance, we wanted to get the minimum and maximum expenditures for the
various categories. The command -

WRITE MIN.F50 MAX.,F50 BY F2
should have generated the range for instructional expenditures but we were.
unable to produce the names of the corresponding institutions with the "BY ?2:‘
statement, which limited the usefulness of the information. (There are cther k
ways to obtair this information, of course, such as by visually inspecting a
list of the peer group and their expenditures for that category.) |

A further level of sophistication comes in creating new variables and
computing with them. If one wanted to find the average instructional expendi-
ture per faculty member and FTE student, the command would be -

PRINT COMPUTE PERFACULIY = F50/(F15 + F16)
COMPUTE PERSTUDENT = F50/F18 BY F2
In this command male and female faculty (F15 + F16) were canbined, then
instructional expenditures (F50) were divided by the faculty f:otal and the
student FTE (F18) to create twe new variables call'\ed ®PERFACULTY" and
*PERSTUDENT" .

In another computation example, the command to gi»roduce the average per-

centage of total expendéitures made for research would be -

SUM F51 F61 AND COMPUTE AVGPERCENT = F51/F61




One should note that there are some discrepancies in financial expendi~
ture figures between those provided to us in the AAU data exchange via hard

copy HEGIS reports and the figures provided by the Chronicle Data Service.
For 21 institutions for which we have AAU exchange data for 1881~82, for

instance, there are four discrepancies in research expenditures as follows:

Institution AAU exchange* Chronicle data*®
Missouri-Columdia $ 30,145,000 $ 31,595,000
Univ. of Washington 118,123,000 118,156,000
I1linois-Urbana 89,300,000 50,238,000
Colorado-Boulder 27,436,000 27,594,000

* (rounded to thousands)

Numerous examples of NPL generated tables follow and demconstrate our ex—
perience with the software and data sets. In general we have been pleased
with The Chronicle data sets but less pleased with NPL. The data are easy to
use, are relatively free fram error (ignoring the overall problems with errors
in any national &ata sets), and are complemented with extra data {student body
and faculty headcount and FTE, for example} on each diskette. One not so
minor problem is the long time delay wntil the data are available (1981-82 is
still the most recent year).

NPL does what its billing suggests — a report writer - and fairly easily
at that as we could get numbers out within the first hour qf use. But, and
this is a significant "but” for institutional researchers, NPL offers
virtually no statistical analysis procedures and even limited description
analysis possibilities. Having been spoiled by SPSS5 and SAS on our
mainframes, NPL on a PC suffers in comparison. We are getting the version of
SPSS which runs on a micro for the new IBM AT we have ordered and will be
interested to see how this configuration measures up.

13
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Sumare and Conclusions
Conparative financial expenditure data offer a multitude of opportunities
to institutional researchers, and The Chronicle data sets provide a worthwhile

way to get national data in an easy to use fashion, The usual camplaints
about HEGIS or any nmaticnal data still apply, however, and ane needs to be a-
ware of these possible sources of error in the data. NPL software provides a
viable tool for the msophisticated researcher, but anyone with experience
using canned statistical packages will be dissatisfied with the possibilities

available.

2
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Full-Time, Part-Time, and FTE Enrcl lments

INSTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON
IOWA STATE U SCI & TECHN
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
OKIO STATE U MAIN CAHFrUS
PA STATE U MAIN CAMPUS
FURDUE U MAIN CAMPUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOR

U OF CAL-BERKELEY

U éF CAL~L.0S ANGELES

U OF COLORADO AT BOULDER
U OF ILL URBANA CAMPUS

U OF KANSAS MAIN CAMPUS
U OF MD COLLEGE FARK CAM

U OF MINN MNFLS SNT PAUL

C

OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA
OF NC AT CHAFEL HILL

OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN

cC o C

OF OREGCN MAIN CAMPUS

U OF PITTSBG MAIN CAMPUS
U OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

U OF VIRGINIA MAIN CAMPUS
U OF WISCONSIN MADISON
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

FT HEADCOUNT

27,336
22,127
34,175
43,151
31,633
28, 840
30,836
26, 900
31,886
19, 686
31,415

18,222

PT HEADCOUNT

5,365
3,206
8,555

10,287
4,529
3,795
4,236
2,396
2,682
2,451
3,499
6,178
9,925

25, 050
3,931
3,472
s, 499

2,179

1981 FTE

28,741
22, 262
38,538
48, 190
33,446

30,408

28, 802
32,677
20, 745
32,872
20, 0590
30,914
48, 168
22,477
19,363
21,090
15,&87
21,228
44,163
15,759
37,260
23,150

29,712



et I ST AR T

Budoet Expenditures at Fublic RAU Institutions for 198:1-82

INSTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON

I10WR

STATE U SCI & TECHN

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OHIO STATE U MAIN CAMHUS

FA STATE U MAIN CAMFUS

FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

&

]

Cc C C

C

U

cC

cC C

U

UNIVERSITY

MICHIGAN-ANN AREBOR

orF

OF

OF

OF

oF

oF

OF

OF

OF

oF

GF

OF

OF

OF

OF

Ca&L-BERLELEY

Crl-L 05 ANGELES
COLORADD AT BOULDER
ILL URBANAR CAMFUS
EANSAE MAIN CAMFUS
MD COLLEGE FARE CAM
MINN MNFLS SNT FARUL
MISS50URI-COLUMEIA

NC AT CHAFEL HILL
NEBRASEA-L INCOLN
OREGON MAIN CAMFUS
FITTSEG MAIN CAMFUS
TEXARS AT AUSTIN
VIRGINIA MAIN CAMFUS
WISCONSIN MADISON

OF 10WA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

INSTRUCTION
86,250,361
62,345,535

133,108, 720

165,177,565
98,574, 751

100,669,919

156,514,778

138,886, 045

212,170,941
51,694,259

101,326,891
49,587, 696
77,572,018

192,442,210
75,914,837

119,731,369
49,917,707
%7,068, 897
95,294, 737

119,347,034
60,846, 869

130,986, 641
94,261, 346

144,208, 416

22

-15-

o e R g

RESEARCH
18,944,232
41,042,215
57,879,304
4B, 620,522
S0.719,264
o8, 716,255
99,874,171
90,219,567

110,355,002
27,594,032
91,277,739
18,292,124
44,860,922

103,617,610

S6,529,407
33,743,959
?, 659,307
38,340,095
76,863,550
145,545, 387
34,867,203

118,195,968

R T VI

PUBLIC SERV

S, 383,769
20,007,921
39,140,584
44,640,079
24,449,98§
26,282, 8%0
7,027 4654
23,339,838
22,166,861
2,657,144
38,235,579

4,725,040

212,502
4&, 661,468
20, 264, 284
50,171,619
22,089,411
5,516, 762
10,211,192
10,059,978
4,360,

B, 002, 127
11,924, 060

6,896,726

B ¥ re i

e v



INSTITVUTION

INDIANAR U BLOOMINGTON

I0WA STATE U SCI & TECHN

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OHIO STATE U MAIN CAMFUS

FR STATE U MAIN CAMFUS

FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

u
u
U
u
U
u
U
u
U
U
u

c ¢ «C C

U

MICHIGAN-ANN ARDOR

GF

OF

OF

oF

aF

OoF

oF

oF

orF

oF

OF

OF

OF

OF

OF

CAL-BERKELEY
CAL~-LOS ANGELES
COLORADD AT BOULDER
ILL UREANA CAMFUS
FANSAS MAIN CAMFUS
MD CCLLEGE FARE CAM
MINN MNFLS SNT FAUL
MMISSOURI-COLUMEIAR
NC AT CHAFEL HILL
NEBRASHA--LINCOLN
OREGON MAIN CAMFUS
FITTSEG MAIN CAMFUS

TEXnAS AT AUSTIN

VIRGINIA MAIN CAMFUS

WISCONSIN MADISON

UNIVERSITY OF I10WA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

o ek ot A ot o crmemtam d h anmen e Bt AT m -

ACAD SUFFORT

22,415,724
9, B9, 997
15, 140,974
35,915,%6
27,095,535
13, 394,482
TR OT7, 070
15, 645, 441
78,876,126
15, 099,978
44,113,467
12,410,951
8,547,477
82,255,675
19, 640,739
18, 506,037
12,426,597
9,134,370
25, 108, 682
26,280,623
20,976,889
21,798,917
19,812,534

35,591, 424

1D~

INCLUDES LIEK
9.174, 181
5535, 633
£,120,917
10,652,282
7,405, 185
&,164,750
11,967,538

20,213,172
20,031,048
5,098, 371
11,685,498
&, 387, 455
6,722,941
12,644, 862
5,396, 667
10,284, 105
4,656,470
4,879,353
7,568,677
10,372,515
8,682,418
12,289, 341
7,136,836

11,563,200

23

STUDENT SERV

10,080,857
8. 008,470
9,915,778

12,786,217

10,990,458
5,082,185

17,434,214

27,805,050

23,871,173
S, 266,413
6,275,577
6,314,032

10,154,150
19,524,095
b, 907,245

3.998,12

A

152,606
4,131,176
11,408,155
11,401,835
b, 250,8%4
5,627,519
9,202, 677

6,544,077



INSTITUTION

INDIARNA U BLOOMINGYON

I0WA

STATE U SCI & TECKN

MICHIGAN STAT: UNIVERSITY

OHIO

STATE U MARIN CAMFUS

FR STATE U MAIN CAMFPUS

FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN AREOR

U OF
U oF
U OF
U oOF
U OF
U OF
u oF
U oF
U OF
U OF
U OF
U OF
U DE

U OF

U OF

CAL-RERKELEY
CAL-LOS ANGELES
COLORADO RT BOULDER
ILL URBANA CAMFUS
FANSAS MAIN CAMFUS
MD COLLEGE FARE CAM
MINN MNFLS SNT FAUL
MISSOURI-COLUMBIA
NC AT CHAFEL HILL
NEBRASKA-LINCOLN
OREGON MAIN CAMFUS
FITTSEG MAIN CAMFUS
TEXARS AT AUSTIN
VIRGINIA MAIN CAMFUS

WISCONSIN MADISON

UNIVERSITY OF I0OWA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

et n kT kT S A% i = T T e g B

INST SBUFFORT

14,650,508

6,791,802
19,188,004
15,897,331
28,999,261
$14,0848,642
25,289,093
4,851,292
40,911,69%
11,401,379
20,506,114

7,514,582
20,672,297
40,616,296
14,411,350
13,657,181

9,437,708

5,784,385
19,847,284
20,677,239
15,367,374
19,012,119

7,513,719

27, 139,264

Ve R e R Tkt e e s A

OFER/ M5 INT
23,739,411
18,822, 209
25,146,548
29,233, 728
21,446,981

25,5931, 549

43,806,919

i

1,235, 021
35,794, 160
10,054,224
29,441,436
14,202,938
27,350,525
41,681, B60
11,935,991
21,959, 565
13,111,635
6,103, 595
21,717,602
50,996, 645
13,281,243
47,167,315
19,685,788

22,351,296

UR AWARDS
Fe 232,652
2, 7B%,9=7
7. 698, 689
O, 564,159
1,386,455
2,800,816
15,615,742
. 371,631
10,652,789
O

8, 706,225
1,142,922
5,611,842
2,587,820
1,222,573
1,899,578
2,872,270
259,887
6,093,542
7,285,619
1,637,958
8,543,698
3,276,549

1,962,048



INSTITUTION

INDIANAR U BLOOMINGTON

10Wn STRTE U SCI &

TECHN

MICHIBAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OHIO STATE U MAIN CAMFUS

FFA STRTE U MAIN CAMFUS

FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN ARROK

U

C

c C C C C

U

U

OF

oF

OF

OF

OF

aF

OF

OF

or

aF

OF

OF

OF

OF

OF

CAL-BERVELEY
CAL—-L0S ANGELES
COLORADD AT BOULDER
ILL UREANA CAMFUS
b.ANSAS MAIN CAMFUS
MD COLLEGE FAaRk CAM
MINN MNFLS ST FARUL
MISSUURI—CDLUMEIA
NC AT CHAFEL HILL
NEBRASHEA-LINCOLN
OREGON MAIN CAMPUS
FITTSEG MAIN CAMFUS
TEXAS AT AUSTIN
VIRGINIR

MAIN CAMFUS

WISCONSIN MADISON

UNIVERSITY OF IQWA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

i e ontd ema ke w7 tam -

REST AWARDS
4,979,467
1,357,578
T 685,797
6,085,142
5,841,210
4,054,572

17,179,388
9,785,087
10,731,119
S, 257,366
5,499,021
1,610,905
5,782, 955
6,186,768
2,267,917
b, 8B40, 703
1,915,374
2,855,247
3, 123,267
3,487,964
B, 477,629
B, 975,272
b, 277,025

14,568,576

20

-18-

A RN R L T e N,

ManND TRANS
@7,17%

)

557, 888
777,007
1,027,722
87,419
1,635,562
2,782

G

21,194
1,104,168
20, 645

)

T, 02,122
473,812
140,519
802, &79

O

440,169
10,393,074
7 W 200
16,068, 345
2,669,599

Lantr d |~ =
127,552

e

TOTAL ESG EX

195,764,150
171,065,724
311,026,27

764,507,177
266,527,621
DEO, 204,795
417,387,654
397,141,754
545, 229, 825
129, 14é6, 089
245 444,177
115,812,839

200,864, 688

184,634,247
295,034,107
180,465,944
B0, SBé, 026
234,564,727
TT6,755, 561
159,987,702
411,727,736
209,490,496

375,581, 312



PV N

¥

Fercentage of Expenditures for INSTRUCTION

INGTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON
YOWA STATE U SCI & TECHN
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
OHID STATE U MAIN CAMEUS
FA STATE U MAIN CAMFUS
FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOK

U OF CAL-BERKELEY

U OF CAL-LOS ANGELES

U OF COLORADO AT BOULDER
U OF ILL URBANA CAMFUS

U OF }ANSAS MAIN CAMFUS
U OF MD COLLEGE FARK CAM
U OF MINN MNFLS SNT FAUL
U OF MISSOURI-COLUMEIA

U OF NL AT CHAFEL HILL

U OF NEERASHA—-LINCOLN

U OF OREGON MAIN CAMFUS
U OF FITISEG MAIN CAMFUS
U OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

U OF VIRGINIA MAIN CAMFUS
U OF WISCONSIN MADISON
UNIVERSITY OF I0WA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

N

FERCENT
0.44
C.36
0.483
0.45
©.37
0.40
0.3
0.35
0. 39
C. 40
0.29
0.4%
0.39
0.38
0.41
0.41
0.33
0.46

0.41

.45

Q.38

Mg e oF T S g

g

AT rE A s e
N



INSTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON

IOWA STATE U SCI & TECHN

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

CHIO STATE U MARIN CAMPUS

PA STATE U MAIN CAMFUS

FURDUE U MAIN CARMFUS

c C C C C C C C o © C©C o © Cc C

U

MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOR

oF

oF

oF

QF

oF

OF

OF

OF

oF

gF

OF

OF

OF

OF

OF

CAL-BERKELEY
CAL-LOS ANGELES
COLORADO AT BOULDER
ILL URBANA CAMPUS
KANSAS MAIN CAMFUS
MD COLLEGE PARK CAM
MINN MNFLS SNT PAUL
MISSOURI-COLUMEIA
NC AT CHAFEL HILL
NEBRASKA-LINCOLN
OREGON MAIN CAMPUS
PITTSBG MAIN CAMPUS
TEXAS AT AUSTIN
VIRGINIA MAIN CAMPUS

WISCONSIN MADISON

UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

PERFACULTY

69781.848
446982.32
73176.87
91765.32
65892. 21
72320. 34
@2448. 19
95454, 33
139128.50
S58018. 2
48997.353
49385. 16
58412. 66
10643%. 30
B6266.86
'09946. 20
46565.02
&0127.87
7415%9.33
6&3213.47
64116.82
908%%.82
92413.08

89905.50

-20-

instructional Expenditures per Full-Time Faculty and FTE Student

PERFTE
3000.95
2800.54
3453. 96
3427.63
2947.28
3310. 64
5788.58
4822. 10
6452.98
2491, 89
3082. 47
2468, 03
2506, 28
3995, 23
3377. 45
6183. 51
2366, 89
2442, 81
4489. 11
2702. 42
3861. 09
3515. 48
4071.76

4853. 54

r“,

{

-



Researcht Ex;}endxtures per Full-Time Faculty and FTE Student

INSTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON
1I0WA STATE U SCI & TECHN
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
OHID STATE U MAIN CAMFUS
PA STATE U MAIN CAMFPUS
PURDUE U MAIN CAMPUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOR

U OF CAL-BERKELEY

U OF CAL-LOS ANGELES

OF COLORADO AT BOULDER

OF ILL URBANA CAMFUS

CcC C

OF KANSAS MAIN CAMPUS

c

OF MD COLLEGE PARK CAM
OF MINN MNFLS SNT FAUL

OF MISSOURI-COLUMEIA

c C .

OF NC AT CHAPEL HILL

cC

OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN
OF OREGON MAIN CAMPUS

OF PITTSBG MAIN CAMPUS

Cc C

OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

U 0~ VIRGINIA MAIN CAMPUS
U OF WISCONSIN MADISON
UNIVERSITY OF I0WA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

PERFACULTY

15327.0%
30928.57
31819.30
27011.40
33903, 25
42181.29
58992. 42
62006.57
72363.94
30969. 73
43635.27
18219.25
33780.861
57310.62
35903.97
51909. 46
31477.57
15655, 28
29836. 65
40711.63
30343.01
101003. 00
34183.53

736B8. 26

-21-~

PERFTE
659.44
1843.60
1501.88
$008.93
1516.45
1930.95
30558. 64
3132.41¢
3377.1S
1330.15
2745.13
910.51
1451.15
2151.17
1405.68
2919. 46
1600.00
6346.02
1806. 11
1740.45
1827.24
3506. 21
1506. 14

3978.06



TOTAL EDUCATIONAL & GENERAL EXFENDITURES FER FULL-TIME FACULTY AND STUDENTS

INSTITUTION

INDIANA U BLOOMINGTON
10WA STATE U SCI & TECHN
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
OHID STATE L MAIN CAMFUS
FA STATE U MAIN CAMFUS
FURDUE U MAIN CAMFUS

U MICHIGAN-ANN AREOR

U OF CAL-RERKELEY

U OF CAL-LOS ANGELES

U OF COLDRADD AT EBOULDER
U OF ILL UREANA CAMFUS

U OF FANSAS MAIN CAMPUS
U OF mMD COLLEGE FARM CAM
U OF MINKN MNFLS SNT FAUL.
U OF MISSDURI-COLUMEIA

U OF NC AT CHAFEL HILL

U OF NEERASKEA-LINCOLN

U OF OREGON MAIN CAMFUS
U OF FITTSEG MAIN CAMFUS
U OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

§ OF VIRGINIA MAIN CAMFUS
U OF WISCONSIN MADISON
UNIVERSITY OF I0WA

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

FERFACULTY

1598336.70
128911. 60
170987.50
202501.,70
178160.20
179837.90
244172.30
272949 . 60
357527.80
144945, 10
1670475, 60
115352. 40
151253, 50
276872.50
209811.60
270922.10
140360.00
130609, 40
180221.,60
178366.30
16858%. 60
285723, 60
205282.80

226646.70

FERSTUDENT

7156.59

7721.09

Q100,99

B447.15

B4Z2E. &2

8480, 11

13405, 88

14763, 6%

17099.35

6560, 30

10996, 22

6355.72

7406.24

12664.29

g8863. 01

19B62.90

7686.25

6093. 00

12444, 69

798%.58

10722.45

11681.54

F4462.08

14218.42

e

v ey



